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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments/Remarks 

1 . In response to communications filed on 08/30/2007, withdraws claims 7-16. The 
following claims, claims -1-6 and 17-23, are presented for examination. 

1.1 Applicant's arguments, pages 8-10, with respect to the rejection of claims 1-6 
and 17-23 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

1 .2 In response to Applicant argument that the Crossley and Wyman references do 
not teach or suggest proxy-execution of one program process on behalf of another, the 
Examiner respectfully disagrees citing column 4 lines 29-67, specifically lines 56-59 and 
29-35 of Crossley which disclose server. resources manager computer system and 
which receives requests for programs and processes the request and the remote 
system then loads the program, providing access for the user to use the program - the 
definition of what proxy-execution is. The Examiner maintains the rejection. 

1 .3 In response to Applicant argument that the Crossley and Wyman references do 
not teach or suggest granting of a digital license for the program to operate, the 
Examiner respectfully disagrees citing column 4 lines 60-67 and column 5 lines 1 of 
Crossley which discloses allowing only properly licensed uses to operate the program 
over the network (through the proxy system). The Examiner maintains the rejection. 
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1 .4 In response to Applicant argument that the Crossley and Wyman references do 
not teach or suggest a first process being dependent on and cannot be operated without 
the second process, the Examiner respectfully disagrees citing column 5 lines 8-15 
which discloses the "hypervisor" process that is required to start before any remote 
users can start using application programs. The Examiner maintains the rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 1-6 and 17-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Crossley et al. (US Patent No. 4,780,821) and further in view of Wyman et 
aL (US Patent No. 5,204,897). 

Regarding claim 1 . Crossley et al. , discloses a computer having thereon: a first 
process operating on the computer comprising code to be executed in 
connection therewith, the code including at least one triggering device (col. 3 
lines 28-33 of Crossley) ; and a second process operating on the computer for 
proxy-executing code corresponding to each triggering device of the first process 
on behalf of such first process, the second process including a license evaluator 
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for evaluating the license to determine whether the first process is to be operated 
in accordance with the terms and conditions set forth in such license, the second 
process choosing whether to in fact proxy-execute the code corresponding to 
each triggering device of the first process on behalf of such first process based at 
least in part on whether the license evaluator has determined that the first 
process is to be operated in accordance with the terms and conditions of the 
license, whereby the first process is dependent upon the second process for 
operation thereof (col. 4 lines 29-54 of Crosslev) . 

Crosslev et al. is silent in disclosing a digital license corresponding to the first 
process, the license setting forth terms and conditions for operating the first 
process (col. 7 lines 2-66 of Wvman) . 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
method for multiple programs management of Crosslev with the management 
interface for license management of Wvman . Crosslev recites motivation for this 
combination in the recitation, "the subject invention was conceived as a result of 
having a large number of computer software application programs which were 
designed to execute in a single user environment and needed to migrate to a 
multi-user/multi-tasking operating environment." Wyman further provides benefit 
for acting upon the above cited motivation for the combination of these two 
inventions in the recitation, "that the license administration may be delegated to a 
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subsection of the organization, by creating another license management facility 
duplicating the main facility." This distribution of the workload would benefit the 
Crosslev invention in that it would allow the invention to more efficiently meet the 
recited objective and goal. 

Regarding claim 2 , Crosslev et al. . discloses the computer of claim 1 wherein the 
first process is an application and the second process a rights client (col. 3 lines 
39-56 of Crosslev ). 

Regarding claim 3 , Crosslev et al. , discloses the computer of claim 1 further 
comprising a table available to the second process, the table including the code 
corresponding to each triggering device of the first process and an address of the 
triggering device in the first process (col. 3 lines 59-67 and col. 4 lines 1-17 of 
Crosslev) . 

Regarding claim 4 , Crosslev etal. , discloses the computer of claim 3 wherein the 
table is set forth in the license (col. 4 lines 59-67 and col. 5 lines 1-18 of 
Crosslev) . 

Regarding claim 5 , Crosslev et al. , is silent disclosing the computer of claim 4 
wherein the code corresponding to each triggering device of the first process is 
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encrypted within the table and is decryptable according to a decryption key 
obtainable by the second process (col. 14 lines 26-59 of Wvman) . 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine 
the method for multiple programs management of Crosslev with the 
management interface for license management of Wvman . Crosslev 
recites motivation for this combination in the recitation, "the subject 
invention was conceived as a result of having a large number of computer 
software application programs which were designed to execute in a single 
user environment and needed to migrate to a multi-user/multi-tasking 
operating environment." Wyman further provides benefit for acting upon 
the above cited motivation for the combination of these two inventions in 
the recitation, "that the license administration may be delegated to a 
subsection of the organization, by creating another license management 
facility duplicating the main facility." This distribution of the workload 
would benefit the Crosslev invention in that it would allow the invention to 
more efficiently meet the recited objective and goal. 

Regarding claim 6 . Crosslev et al. . is silent in disclosing the computer of. claim 5 
wherein the license includes the decryption key encrypted in a manner 
decryptable by the second process (col. 14 lines 26-59 of Wvman) . 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine 
the method for multiple programs management of Crosslev with the 
management interface for license management of Wvman . Crosslev 
recites motivation for this combination in the recitation, "the subject 
invention was conceived as a result of having a large number of computer 
software application programs which were designed to execute in a single 
user environment and needed to migrate to a multi-user/multi-tasking 
operating environment." Wyman further provides benefit for acting upon 
the above cited motivation for the combination of these two inventions in 
the recitation, "that the license administration may be delegated to a 
subsection of the organization, by creating another license management 
facility duplicating the main facility." This distribution of the workload 
would benefit the Crosslev invention in that it would allow the invention to 
more efficiently meet the recited objective and goal. 

Regarding claim 17 , Crosslev et al. , discloses a method in combination with a 
computer having a first process operating thereon and comprising code to be 
executed in connection therewith, the code including at least one triggering 
device, and a table including a code section corresponding to each triggering 
device of the first process and an address of the triggering device in the first 
process, the method for a second process operating on the computer to proxy- 
execute code corresponding to each triggering device of the first process on 
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behalf of such first process, the method comprising: the second process 
monitoring for when the first process executes a triggering device thereof; the 
first process executing a triggering device and halting; the second process noting 
the triggering device being executed by the first process and responding thereto 
by: determining an address of the triggering device within the first process; 
locating in the table the code section corresponding to the triggering device 
based on the determined address; proxy-executing the located code section on 
behalf of the first process; and signaling to the first process that the triggering 
device has been dealt with; and the first process then resuming, whereby the first 
process is dependent upon the second process for operation thereof (col. 3 lines 
28-33 and col. 4 lines 29-54 of Crossley). 

Regarding claim 18 , Crossley et aL discloses the method of claim 17 wherein 
the computer further includes a digital license corresponding to the first process, 
the license setting forth terms and conditions for operating the first process, the 
method further comprising the second process evaluating the license and 
verifying that the first process is operating in accordance with the terms and 
conditions set forth in such license prior to proxy-executing the located code 
section on behalf of the first process (col. 3 lines 39-56 of Crossley) . 



Regarding claim 19 , Crossley et aL , discloses the method of claim 17 wherein 
the located code section is encrypted, the method further comprising the second 
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process decrypting the located code section before proxy-executing same (col. 
14 lines 26-59 of Wvman ). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine 
the method for multiple programs management of Crosslev with the 
management interface for license management of Wvman . Crosslev 
recites motivation for this combination in the recitation, "the subject 
invention was conceived as a result of having a large number of computer 
software application programs which were designed to execute in a single 
user environment and needed to migrate to a multi-user/multi-tasking 
operating environment." Wyman further provides benefit for acting upon 
the above cited motivation for the combination of these two inventions in 
the recitation, "that the license administration may be delegated to a 
subsection of the organization, by creating another license management 
facility duplicating the main facility." This distribution of the workload 
would benefit the Crosslev invention in that it would allow the invention to 
more efficiently meet the recited objective and goal. 



Regarding claim 20 , Crosslev et aL discloses the method of claim 17 wherein 
each triggering device is a particular exception and comprising the second 
process monitoring for when the first process executes the particular exception 
(col. 3 lines 59-67 and col. 4 lines 1-17 of Crosslev) . 
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Regarding claim 21 . Crosslev et aL discloses the method of claim 20 further 
comprising the second process attaching to the first process so as to monitor the 
first process for the particular exception directly (col. 3 lines 28-33 and col. 4 
lines 29-54 of Crosslev) . 

Regarding claim 22 , Crosslev etal. , discloses the method of claim 17 wherein 
each triggering device is one of a plurality of types of exceptions and comprising 
the second process monitoring for when the first process executes any of the 
types of exceptions, the second process responding to each type of exception in 
a differing manner (col. 3 lines 28-33 and col. 4 lines 29-54 of Crosslev ). 

Regarding claim 23 , Crosslev et aL discloses the method of claim 17 wherein 
the computer further includes a digital license corresponding to the first process, 
the license setting forth terms and conditions for operating the first process, and 
wherein the second process proxy-executing the located code section on behalf 
of the first process comprises the second process securely retrieving a term or 
condition from the license and employing same on behalf of the first process (col 
3 lines 28-33 and col. 4 lines 29-54 of Crosslev) . 
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Conclusion 

3. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Chinwendu C. Okoronkwo whose telephone number is 
(571) 272 2662. The examiner can normally be reached on MWF 9:30 - 7:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nasser Moazzami can be reached on (571) 272 4195. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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